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A study examlned the relatlonshlp between
communlcator attitudes and communication behavi by having 122 :
‘college students complete the RHETSEN .scale of communication
attitudes and the Communicator Style Measure. The RHETSEN. scale
characterizes communication attitudes accordlng to three communicator
types: (1) the "rhetorically sensitive" (RS) person, who generally
accepts the variability of communication and interpersonal

X relatlonshlps and does not try to avoid styllzed verbal behaviors;

(2) the "noble self" (NS), who sees any variat xon from personal
norms as hypocritical and a denial of 1ntegr1t and (3) the
"rhetorical reflector" (RR), who presents a gdi ferent self for each °
person or situation. The Communicator Style Méasure examines style -
a16ng dominant, dramatic, contentious, animated, 1mpressxpn leav1ng,
relaxed, attentlve, open, and friendly d1men51ons. In examining the

.relat1onsh1ps between the three components of the RHETSEN measure and

the nine coOmponents of the Communicator Style ‘Measure, it was found
that persons who scg;ed high on the RS scale tended to see themselves
as being less anima ' relaxed and impression leaving than others.
Persons who scored high ony the scale, on the other hand, tended to
see themselves as being mo%ﬁ'dramatlc, impression leav1ng, and
attentive. The RR. attitude was not assoc1ated with any general style
of-communication. (RL)‘ °
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COMMUNICATOR ATTITUDES
AND COMMUNICATION BEHAVIOR: INITIAL EVIDENCE

7 \

\ ly

» B . C
The relat]ibns,hip between at,titucies and I‘Jehavior Has long ‘been of
interest to commmicatim *‘esearchers. ‘ “hile it is veneral]y agreed that ’
the ,relaticnsnip betweeh  the two 15( not al»fays a diréet one, there has :
been considerable Iiisagreerzent as to what variables intervene in tl"e
attitude~behavior link (c. f., Stei.ni‘att /@d Infante, 1970 Se1b01d, y 1975;
' McPrgey 1979 Fairnm‘st, 1981), '. A

"

"One attitude which has ccr;e to Interest commmication researc:hers in
recent years has been the’ attitude= toward c%mmmcation itse]_f.‘ \An early ~
attempt at describing one form th_s attitude might teke was made’ by Fart
. &nd Burks (1972) in their article on "rhetorical sensitivity,” Compments
of" the rhetoriéal]y sensitive Bttitude we@e described in five ways: (1)
acceptance of personal comole:d.ty, (2) avoidance of commmicative rigidity,
(3) interactien consciousness, (4) appreciation of the cormmnicability of
ideas, and (5) tolerance for inventima.l,,searohing (Hart and Burks, 1972,

76 ££). Iater writing by Darnell and, Brockreide (1976) identified two

other archetypal attitudes the "noble s€lf" and the "rhetorical reflector."}

The attitude of the noble self was d’laracterized as holding primary in
any co:rmmication the self and; its needs, while the attitude of the
rhetorical reflector was that the other's perceived needs were most
‘ittportant fn’ commini cation, b

. Hart, Carlsan and Fadie (1980) constructed a scale to measure relative

: .
* ldentification with ‘each of the three attitudinal types, While these

f
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reported on a 'nilirber of studies which were conducted “for purposes of
~vaJ:idatin° the scale, anly twod of these Studies involved corparisons ©
with behavior.? In the first study, b<.s1c coc.u.nicatim course instructors
' were' asked to assess the degree of rhetorical sensitivity being disolayed
) by their students. Students 'who scored higzh an the rhetorical sensitivity
' scale were rated as being more rﬁetorical_‘ly sensitive by their instructors
than were students why scored low m the scale. In the second study,
N sorority womn‘successﬁﬂ_ly distinguished tatween friends who scored high
o tt/le noble self scale and friends who scored high o the rhetorical
_ reflector scale i;;om descriptions\of the beh:'ix;'ior associated w(ith each .
. position (‘{a.rt Carlson @nd Eadie, 1980 4, While these studies were
. useful in estab]ishin,;pkdictive validity for the RHE!'L‘SEN instrument they .
did not reveal mach about soecific oehavioral corregates of the ,aétitudes
tapped by that instrument, ‘
‘ Other studies hive served more to clarify the construct of- cormmmicator
" attitides than to lirk those attitodes with behavior, Cralg, Jehnsent and
s - Miller (19’77) found that ;hetoricauy sensitive attitudes were related .to
social attractiveness, while F‘itzoatrick's (1976) dissfmatim discovered
’that rhetoricalJy sensitive att“ tudes were more ]_i.&ely to be fomd among
"traditiocmal" couples than ammg "independent" partners. Both of these
‘ studies were hampered by the use of an earlier version of the PHL'IS“N

scale, which was designed enly to distinguish rhetorical sensitives from
noble selves, ' A\ -
Two studies indicated that environmental forces might have*an\impact

-

o cammunicator attitudes, Shulman (1980) found that students who were

exposed to a basic commmication course which emphasized"@udience analysis" -
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were likely to 1dent1fy more strongly with the rhetorically sensitive

,attitude than they were be*ore taking the class, MeCallister (1380) found

\

-that her plans to .,tus relationships between psychological sex.roles and Ce

: /
commnicator attitudes ammg a growp, of skniors majoring in mandgemenit

were disTupted when most of ths students turned out to identify with the \f o
Moble self" attitude. i ' ) - -
‘ Two other studies supported the theoretical mdenpimmg‘s of the _ w o
‘ metoricauy'sensitive attftxzde. Kelly (1981) found that rhetori cal ' \ ‘

sensitives were most likely to favor "secondary";or "rore creative" means

_ of accownting for wntoward beha*n.or.‘ And, Bostrom's (1981) 'nultidimensional
analysis of a nmumber of cozzmmicatim rneasures found that the rhetorical
sensitive attitude was associated' with both ratings of skill in speaking

.\ and estimate of overall conmmicaticn‘?ability. B

Finally, two studies attémpted to examine direotly the commmmnicator

W\

attitude-commmication bshavior lipk. Gilchrist, Browning and Bowers
(1980) measyred commmicator attitudes of participants in a negotiation
t;d;ﬁng workshop, They then categorized the negotiating -bel'_lavicg's of .
these individuals,’ .Belating the attitudes with the bot}aviors indicated
that noble selves were more likely to ask questions and were less likely ' L
to act coonerative]y, while rhetorical reflectors were more likely to
. make proposa_Ls and to act com'tiomly. Carlson and Brilhart (1980) also . -
provided some support for an attitude-behavior link, at least for%ble ¥ N
' selvesv and rhetoncal refle‘ctors. Their research indicated a signifioant ) . ]
positive relationship between identification with the nob'le self attitude . '
and ratings of assertiv@ness and a significant negative relationship

« between identification with the rhetorical reflector attijtude and the .
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as‘sertiveness.ratings. More interesting however, was the finding that

these w@ att\itidj_nal identification and assertiveness rat_ngs did hot

. £it the exnected pactern v.e;:o highlJ likely to have develooed essential S

}

hypertensicn. 'Ihis fnrding seerms to indicate that while ind.ividua_ls *ay
)behave couter to their attitudes for long periods oj.‘ ti:ne they are -7
likely to oay a nhysical price for such deviation, )

In sumary, to date investigations of con:mmicator attitudes have
found on]y weak lin'cs to cozmwncatim Behavior, ‘A more cormrehepsive

investigation of that l_inxage would appear to be warranted. (- ‘ o
A cannvenjent ooint at w‘lich Bo begin such an investigation would be

: -to compare commmnicator attitudes with estimtes 6f com.micator style. .

‘As conceived by Horton (1978) commmicator style is, "the way ‘one verbally
and paraverba.]_ly interacts to signal how J.iteral meaning should be taken,
interpreted, filtered, or wrerstood” (19‘78 99). Norten (1978) coqstructed /

a neasure of nine dinensicns of conmunicaton style. 'lhe;é dimensions \
. (and a sample item from thé measure for each dimension) were: (1), dominant ' :

("In most social sitvations I tend to come on strong") {2) d.ramatic ("Often

I physically. and vocally™ act out what I want to &"onmmicate")

ccxztentlous ("I am very argw:entative") (4) ani:nated ("People general]y

.know my emo cnal statef even if I do not say. arvthjng") (5) icpression
leaving ("Iﬁga}e people with aw imnressi\on of me-which they tend to
ﬂsmmber") () relaxed ("As a rule, I.an very calm and.collgcted when r .
talk"), (7) attentive ("L realJy I_L{e to listen verv. _c_q_r_e_ﬁ.n_g._]az to p,eople")

(8) open ("T readily reveal personal things about nrvself"), and (9) »
| friendly ("fost of the th:e I tend to.be ve ___1_'_\5 encouraging to people").

P

’

As a result of extensive analysis Nortan- argued that his. mstmné N
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represen.ted a reasonably reliable and valid reasure of the scope of

cammicator style. : S . ' o

. ‘ Norton s researc‘h has been critized prlmrily a t' 0 grounds ).

| that measuring self-reports of conmmicator s'ojle\ may not correspcnd to
the st}:f}le perceived by others (Sypher, 1980 Talley. and Richmond, 1980)
and (2) that th.e dirensions of the comnunicator style .measure are inter-
correlated and are tberefore of ]imlted value in their wse with other | |
measures (Talley 'and Richmmd, 19803 Scott and ‘hlssbau?ﬁ, 1981) Norton ,
(19800) has Fesponded to the first argtment by specifying criteria for .

o goed" se\lf-report data and by ccatending that his measure meets those .

criteria. ’Ihe criteria were: (1) a trusting relationship 1is established

with the respcndents; ‘2) a clear, operational definition of the canstruct

is artimﬂ.ated (3) a check is made to see whether the self-repor& quesfions'

are relevant or meamngi)ﬂ to the phenomenm at hand° () the resoonses ‘ ‘

are volmtary, anarymous, and are guaranteed to be strictly confidential° ’

and (5) a wide range of variance is ‘obtained (Norton, 1980 %). Thou.gh ‘

" Norton's original (1978) research fourfd that his nin_e\flmensims might be

' reduced to eiﬁ'ler two or three, to date he has not responded 4An prjnt to @

. " the’ second criticism,

LY » £

In short, this.line of re'search investigatessthe gerleral hypothesis ‘
“that commmicator attitudes and commmication behavior are related, |
Following the suggestimns of Glaser and Strauss (19@7), the plan of this
research program is to collect data on this relationship in various ways
- and to cross-compare the. different findings ’for;cozmmalities. The,present. _, S
paper reports an the _first study -in this series, a comparison of self- '
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‘.report measures of commmnicator attitudes and.commmicator style.

-
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Subjects - Subjects were 122 students enrolled in a variety of speech 4
cammmi{catiom courses at a metropolitan univers{ty in the western Tntted ' \
States, ' Subjects volmteered to participate in the study during class Y

tims, N
Procedm‘es - The RHETSEN scale (Hart, Carlson and Eadie, 1980) and |
the Commicator Style }Easm’e (Norton, 1978) were .administered to subjects. ‘

: The measures were cor:vpleted anonymously, though subgects were able to | ;‘
creqate their own identification mmbers so that feedvack about the results :
could be di:et‘rib\ited ‘et a later time, Virtually all subjects tock advantage _~:

. of this opportuwnity. At no time was. the restarcher aware of the identity > {“"ﬁ
of the Subject associated with any. respanse, however, . _

Index constzuction - The RHETSEN scale is demstructed so that many - :
of the same items are scored in different manmers 'to' irfdicate the tieéree . 95

" of 1dentification with ead of the three ‘attitudé types, This method of o -

scoring confounds fhe raw scores, and Hart, Carlsoy. and Eadie (1980) | ) .o "?‘“’.,;'é

recomnended partial correlation%s a means of overco;ning this difficulty.
An alternative ‘method of dea]ing Jwith the problem sras enmlcyed in this o

. study« ’Il}is method involved the constructicn ‘of. indicies for.each 'of the

three attitude tynes by remqving the effects of the other two attitudes.
To construct thiese in cles, raw scores m the rhetorical sensitive .
“(RS), noble self (NS), and etdrical reflector (RR) scales were ‘trans-.

LI}
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formed into standard so‘ores by using the norm means and standard de;
viaticns reported by Hart Carlsan and Fadie (1980)' To obtain an,
adjustell score for each subject cn each scale, th? sum of t"xe standard
‘ I scores for the other two sc@es were subtracted fram the standard score .
A the stale in questia, |
* This proc&ime allows the relative 1dentif1cation with each of the '
three attitude types to be quantIfied. To illustrate, let us comnare
. two simple examples, Suppose that an individual scored one standa_rd
deviation above the mean on tbe -RS scale and one standard deviation below
the medan on each of the NS and R scales, Oer standard scores would then
be 1 for the RS scale and--1 for each of tne other two, The adjusted
score would be obtained by subtracting -2 from 1, which would glve us an
adjusted score of 3, Let-us suppose,, however, that the subject's score
con the RS scale was -1, that 1t was 1 o the NS scale, and that it was
-1 m the RR scale, The adjusted score on the RS scale -in this case

would be -1, fThis manner of adjusting creates an index which favors
identification wi\th the scale in questian, while penalizing - for concurtent )
identiﬁcatim with either of the other two scales, Table 1 presents
descrlp.tive statistics associated with the three indic1es for the present

* sample, . ' _ . . .

]

’

Table 1 about here
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Msis - The three adjusted attitudinal m>kes were entered
into'separate regression equations with the scores for e nine style

variables, A sirple m}ﬂ[ivariate regression was selected- for use in this




“analysis because such an analysis can ‘adjust for correlatianis anqug '
. . ~
) (depezident varia.bles. Since the anaJysis‘ is the multivariate case of a - )

This cons:.deration is an important-one because there is as yet no evidence =

relations"up. The SPSS MANOVA prograri was used' for the ana.]ysis and an *

(appro*d.mate F=271; d, f. =9, 1123 p= 2 ,007), . The NS scale ylelded a
.cananital correlation of 46 and a Wilk's lahda of X788 (appromata C S
F= 3,34 dof, = 9, 112; p = ,001), The RR scale's results were not

.
pd

P

‘
L]
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,siyple regression, the presurption can be made the the results ;ould be . -
the-sare no ratter which variable was dependont and which mdeoen ent, '

*

to indicate either the presence or the dinectim of causa.]_ity in this
CETar
alpha level of ,05 was estab]_ish..d for all tests,
'IWo of the three regressions produced significant results. The RS
scale yielded a canomca_l correlatlon of U2 and a wuk's lambda of ,821

significant‘, however, The cananical correlation was .25:, and th\e Wilk's
lanbda was .936 (approxizate F = .855; 4f. = 9, 1125 p = .568).

1

-

-----
L]

__ Table 2 presents standardized and wstandardized regressim coefficients

“and their associated tests of significance for the RS and NS scales. As . L
is indicated in‘the table, identificatim with the RS attitudina.l positicn " '
was associated negatively wi(\ch the’ armnated relaxed and impression

& Ca

leaving style variables, On the other hand identification with the NS

position was associated positively with the dramatic, impression leaving,
and attentive style variab,leS. )

’
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\tagg care of the self's needs In interaction might tend to characteriZe

1]

DISCUSSION - &

¢ e ! o 4 !

, . \
" This st}ldy atterpted. to provide initial evidence fer specifying the

relationship between cbon!xmi‘cator at{itudes and conmiqicator style;, In ¢
N ¥ . : * [
examining the relationships between” the BSy NS, and RR cquponents of the

. RHETSZ'N measure and the nihe co:zpenents of the Commmicator Style Measure, -
" it was found that persons who scored high on the TS scale tended to see

thefrselves Jas being less a.nimated, relaxed, and impression leaving than

. ¢ ./ ( N
others., Persors vho scored high an the NS scale, on the other hand, tended
to see themselves ds being more dramatic, impressmcn leaving, and attentive,

lhe results of. the anslysis for the NS'scale contain only” one surprise.

- It is easy-to see how one whose attitude is concemed primarlly with

her/his commmication behavior as being dramatic and impressicn-leaving.,

One who, \nen;joys being the center of cozm;xmicative attenti‘on might find it

- easy to develop skills in mld.ng ane's cantent viv1d (e.gsy jokas,

anecdotes, stories). It 1s also easy to see ho».r such a person could
perceive that this sort of commication behavior could leave a defiriite ‘
itxrpression an people. The su.rprise hovever, is that noble selves perceived
themselves as being atten’cive as a general style. Since the attentive:
,items in the Commmi.cator Stgle Measure ‘dealt almost exclusively with
l:lstemng behavior, ane woungot expéct -a noble self to be particula.r]y

. concerned with-such-an other-oriented activity. Yet, the attentive

behavior could result from a ccncem for how self's heeds were being met

‘might loseilnterest before the noble self's objeétives could be met As

in the intéraction, If theqloble self were not attentive, then the _other
g ¥

a8 -_ﬁ{’;f; .
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Norton and Pettegrew (1979) tointed out, while attentivehess is a quality

. of erpathy, are need not be empathic in order to be attentive,

* -

A the surface, the results for the RS scale are befuddling, From
previous writing, cne 'vould expect to find that rhetorical sensitj,vity "',
would be posi’tively associated wit.h style factors which are thou.ght to .
be marks of effective conmmicatim. Since both "relaxed" and "animated"®.

tend to be oos/i:ive cor:xmmcator characteristics, it is pore than a little. !

; msett]ing to find rhetorical sensitives respanding in tHe negative

direction on those two qualities. Yet tbese results may reflect mre the
individta.l.s' perceotions of how commmnicaticn is generally for them i;han

how it is in any given situatio. Hart and Burks (1972), for emmole,

used the word "s-train" to refer to the ldfnd of adaptatio in vhi,oh a -

. rhetoricall,r sensitive perscn ig ]_ﬂ{ely to engage. If the process of .° . -

comricating is generally perceived as being deranding, rather than easy,
then the rhetorically g itive persan may experience commmication as ”
being a less relaxi.ng activity than do- those who do not identify with that

»

attitude. Lim*rise if the rhetorical_'l,y sensitive pe"son percelves
commmication»generally as' requiring tentative, thoughtful behavior, than
that _person may not respcnd to items such as, "I tend to constantly gesture
when I commmicate," in as positive a mamer?as would others. .

- . Impression leaving, the third negatively associated style \ir_nj}xsion,
is open to question as to its admirability as a commmication qualitv.
Nox»@re in'the items which measure this dimnsicn is there any mention of - _

whether the impression left is considered to be a positive or.a negative ’
 The noble self undoubted]y interpreted the leaving of an impressiaon | .
s 4
I3 i b . ' ]
§ v
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‘as being a positive ‘Aqual_ity, but the rhetorically sensitive persan may
\ ] - have ‘felt that attempting to leave an impression is a mark of "tIving too ® )
hard" in commmnicating,  Pertaps the rhetox_'ically‘ serﬁitive persan feels -
that it 1s better for others to have a vague memory of i)ast canversatios
than to rm the risk that the.impression left will be a negative e,
‘One finding that 1s not surprising in retrospect is that the rhetori cal
refelctor‘ at{'.itude was not associated with any general style of cormmnicaticn,
.‘ Ify, as DamJ.l end Brockreide (1976) noted, the rhetorical reflector-is
selfless, then that individual may be wnaware of any genepal stylistic
qualities that'ma}y' have been developed. Iack of fihdings in this area does
not mean that a general style. may not eﬂst; rather, it indicates instead -
.that such a style may be perceivable only to obser;refs. ]
It mst be emphasized that these results should be viewed only as
prelirdnary and'}or points'against which results from other \methods of -
data collection may be compared. it my turn out, for exax\:ple, that
percepticns of, _g_e_n_gg_a_}; carmmnication style are not very irportant in
' predicting how a person identifying with ane of the comrnmicator attitudes /
'will actually behave in a glven Situatian. If the situation is perceived -
- © to be me of high normative power (Jackson, 1975), then ”conmmicaitim
behavior could be high]y predictable, no matter (what the individual's
/ attittxle tovard commmication nﬂ.ght bes If, an the other hand, the
situation is perceived to be cne of high rhetorical force (Fadie, 1981a,
1981b), then attitudinal orientations mght Be.a necessa.ry compoanent of the
rhetorical invention that is caJ_led for in such a situaticn.

The implications of thié discussion arve that (1) studies of others'

!
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percentions of an individuml's commmnication style must be conpared to .
that individual's commmicator attitude for cross-reference purposes, and
that (2) julgrents of an individual's style within soecific situations
mst be c':anpa,red to that individual"s cammunicator .attitudes.. Studies of
t_;ms" nature are currently in progress. Until they are completed, the
results of ‘the present research should be fégarded anly as Qreliurmary
evidence about the nature qf vhat is likely to be a comgﬁicapted

relationship. : A
{ ' . ' '
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ADJUSTED _SCORE € MEAN STAMDARD DEVIATION MINDMIM . MAXDMUM -

Rnetorlcal sensitivity 0,167 2588 -8.007 6,00 .~
Toble self 0,083, 2.2 L3 7,303
Ristorical reflector,  -0.016 19 a0, 508

.

/

( - Table 1
! - 5 R
Pescriptive Statistics for the Adjusted Attitude *Indicies

4




NS Scale
ST{IE DL &:.'s'ront B Z , EETA

Domdnant  =,135 0,989 016
Dramatic  -,168 1,259 2
Contentious =049 -0.438

Anirated =290 -2.083:= oo
Relax;ads_ C o a231 <187 2,090+ O

Impreysion ' .
leaVing "03% "0358 40200* 0516\/ o,'f06
LY \

Open o N OBk -,103  -i0%2
Attentive =138 -1.527 256 /.18

Friendly =163 41,805,100 .05 .

//\
*p <.05

Table 2

Regression Coefficients for Style Dimensions
oo the RS and NS Scales
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